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. DECLARATI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Loui si ana-Paci fic Corporation
Ooville, California

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected final renedial action for the Louisiana-Pacific
(L-P) site in Ooville, California, which was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund
Anendnents and Reaut hori zati on Act (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and
Hazar dous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the

adm ni strative record for this site.

The State of California concurs with the sel ected renedy.
DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY: NO ACTI ON

The selected renmedy is no further renedial action. The results fromsoil sanpling and
groundwat er nonitoring conducted since the 1990 Interim Record of Decision indicate that

the low |l evels of contam nation at the site do not pose a significant risk to either public
health or the environment. The institutional controls selected in the 1990 Interi m Record of
Deci sion are no | onger necessary, and no further nonitoring is required.

DECLARATI ON

No renedial action is necessary to ensure protection of human health and the environnent. A
five-year reviewis not required pursuant to Section 121(c) of CERCLA. EPA has determ ned that
its response at this site is conplete. Therefore, the site now qualifies for inclusion on the

Construction Conpletion List.

AUG 01 1995

Dat e Keith Takata
Deputy Director for Superfund
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Division



Il. DEC SI ON SUWARY
1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON
The Loui siana-Pacific (L-P) site consists of a wood processing plant and landfill located in

Butte County just south of the city limts of Oroville, California (popul ation 10,560) (see
Figure 1-1, Site Location Map). Log storage, |unber production, and hardboard manufacturing

take place at the plant. D sposal of wood wastes takes place at the landfill. The plant and
landfill are |located about 1/2 mle apart and are separated by the Koppers Conpany, Inc.
Superfund site, which is also on the EPA's National Priorities List. Features of the L-P plant
and landfill are shown in Figures 1-2 and 1-3, respectively.

The L-P plant lies in the Feather River floodplain at an el evation of about 145 feet above nean
sea level in an area of tailings piles created by dredger mning activities that ceased around
1936. The northern part of the plant is occupied by buildings and paved with asphalt. The
central part of the plant has been graded relatively level for |log storage. The western margin
and sout hwest corner of the plant retain much of the historic, irregular dredge-tailing

t opogr aphy since nodified by quarrying for |og-deck base materi al

The Feather River is |located about 1/2 mle west of the plant at an elevation of 120 feet above
sea level. The Feather River floodplain extends fromthe river to the Baggett-Mrysville Road
(south and east of the L-P plant - see Figure 1-1) where it ends at a prom nent bluff eroded
into hills and ravines. The bluff rises 100 to 170 feet above the floodplain to neet the gently
rolling upland extending to the south and east.

The landfill operation has filled one of the ravines in the eroded bluff. The effect of the
landfill has been the formation of a nearly flat ridge at an el evation of 270 feet where the
ravi ne once was | ocat ed
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Surface water run-off flows westward fromthe L-P landfill onto the Koppers site and

then into the |l og deck pond at the southeast corner of the L-P plant. Plant drainage flows
generally south into the |l og deck pond but is conplicated by closed drai nages where run-off
infiltrates to groundwater. Drainage fromthe | og deck pond flows through a chain of three
ponds i medi ately south of the L-P plant boundary, and then west to gravel pit ponds nearer
the Feather River

The L-P plant is underlain by two aquifers and an intervening clay aquitard. The shall ow

aqui fer that exists beneath the plant extends fromground surface to depths of 20 to 40 feet.
This aquifer is not present in the undredged areas at the adjacent Koppers site. Al though the
shal | ow aqui fer probably existed prior to L-P plant operations, present water |evels are higher
than woul d naturally occur due to the sprinkler application of water to the | og deck. The
perneability of the shallow aquifer varies considerably laterally across the plant. G oundwater
in the shall ow aquifer appears to nove both north and west away fromthe recharge areas created
by the ponds, the boundary ditch and the al nbost continuous sprinkler irrigation of the |og deck
This aquifer is not currently used as a source of water supply.

The regional aquifer extends to a depth greater than 300 feet beneath the L-P plant, and is al so
present beneath the Koppers site and the L-P landfill. G oundwater novenent in the regiona
aquifer is generally to the south. This aquifer serves as a current source of drinking water

The entire L-P plant is underlain by dredge tailings deposited during gold mning operations in
the early 1900s. The tailings consist of unsorted cobble, gravel, sand, silt and clay derived
fromdredging of the floodplain alluvium The dredge tailings, which nmay be as deep as 30 to 45
feet, constitute the shallow aquifer. Beneath the dredge tailings lies older alluvium of
simlar conposition that was deposited by the ancestral Feather R ver and constitutes an aquifer
of regional extent.

Land use in the vicinity of the site is mxed agricultural, residential, comercial, and
industrial. One- to five-acre farns exist, and nmuch of the produce and |ivestock is raised for



home use and not sold comercially. Residential areas are |located to the south, southeast,
west, and northeast of the site. Three schools are located within a two-mle radius of the
site.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT

Dredge mining for gold in the Feather River basin began around the turn of the century. The
Loui si ana-Pacific plant area and environs rest on tailings created by the dredger m ning

activities. In 1929, a San Franci sco-based mning firm Natonas Conpany, purchased the |and
around the present L-P site fromseveral individuals, and continued dredge operations until
1936. At that tine, Butte County issued regul ations requiring replacenent of topsoil. From 1936

until 1969, no organi zed dredging activity occurred at the L-P plant area or environs

Geor gi a- Paci fic Corporation purchased the present L-P site in 1969 and conpl eted construction of
the sawm || facility in 1970. Louisiana-Pacific Corporation took control of the property in
1973. The hardboard facility was constructed in 1973, and L-P began operations at the | andfil
in 1978

Bet ween 1970 and 1984, L-P used a fungicide spray containing pentachl orophenol (PCP) to prevent
fungal discoloration of sawn lunber. In 1973, a state agency di scovered PCP contam nation in

l ocal groundwater south of the L-P plant. Since 1973, state agencies have nonitored the L-P
site, and have detected PCP contam nation in surface water, sawdust, and wood waste at the plant
and landfill. As a result of this evidence and L-P's use of PCP, L-P was suspected of being
partly responsible for the PCP contam nati on di scovered in 1984 in groundwater south of the

adj acent Koppers site.

In May 1985, the California Department of Health Services requested that EPA take over as |ead
agency at the L-P site. In February 1986, the L-P site was placed on EPA's National Priorities
List (NPL). In Decenber 1986, followi ng unsuccessful RI/FS negotiations with L-P, EPA began
remedi al investigations of surface water, soil, sedinent, groundwater, wood waste, and air at
the L-P site for evidence of contam nants. EPA issued a Renedial Investigation (RI) Report in
January 1989. Concurrent investigations of air quality were conducted by L-P and the Butte
County Air Pollution Control District over a one-year period beginning in 1988. An Endanger nent
Assessnment Report on risks fromthe L-P site was issued by EPA in Septenber 1989, and a
Feasibility Study (FS) Report was issued in May 1990.

In Septenber 1990, EPA issued an InterimRecord of Decision for soil and groundwater that
required institutional controls as well as further soil sanpling and groundwater nonitoring.

L- P conducted the required sanpling and nonitoring pursuant to an admnistrative order issued by
EPA in July 1991. EPA issued a Supplenent to the Endangernent Assessnent in May 1995

Results of the EPA and L-P investigations have shown that groundwater, surface water, soil,
sedi nent, and wood waste contain various contam nants used by L-P and Koppers. Concentrations
on the L-P plant were found to be highest in an area along the L-P/ Koppers boundary.
Contaminants in this area will be addressed as part of the Koppers cleanup. El sewhere on the
L-P plant, contam nant concentrations were not high enough to pose a significant risk to human
heal th or the environment

Al t hough PCP was detected in surface and subsurface soils, surface waters and groundwater at the
L-P site, the concentrations were so low as not to pose a significant threat to human health and
t he environnent .

Correspondence between EPA and L-P can be found in the Adm nistrative Record for this site, an
i ndex of which is attached to this Record of Decision.

3.0 COWUN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The EPA has encouraged public participation throughout the RI/FS process, in accordance with
CERCLA requirenents

Fact sheets were sent out to the public at key progress points in the investigation. Technica

exchange neetings were held nonthly or binmonthly at the site during the field work phase of the
R, with representatives of public agencies and local citizen groups invited to attend. R /FS
docunents, including the Renedial Investigation Report, the Endangernent Assessnment Report, and



the Feasibility Study Report, were sent to local libraries and a representative of a comunity
group. Simlarly, docunents prepared by L-P and EPA following the 1990 Interi m ROD al so were
sent to local libraries.

Public participation requirenents for EPA's selection of the final remedy as defined in CERCLA
sections 113(k)(2)(B)(i-v) and 117(a) were net by the activities described bel ow.

The proposed plan was distributed using EPA's nmailing list for this site. A public coment
period on the proposed plan was held between May 20, 1995 and June 19, 1995. Public notice
appeared in | ocal newspapers, including the Oroville Mercury-Register, prior to the opening of
the public comment period, and this notice. A fornal public neeting was held on June 1, 1995
A transcript of the neeting can be found in the Adm nistrative Record for this site.

The attached response summary provides EPA's responses to witten comments subnmitted during the
public comment period and to comrents nmade during the June 1, 1995 public neeting

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF DECI SION

Cont ami nant concentrations in soil and groundwater at the site do not pose a significant risk to
human health or the environnent for current or future uses of the site. Therefore, EPAis
selecting no further renedial action as the final renedy at the L-P site

The nonitoring conducted over the last three years has identified | ow | evel s of fornal dehyde
contami nati on bel ow heal t h-based | evel s of concern in the shall ow groundwater near the western
sunp. L-P stopped di schargi ng washwat er contai ni ng fornal dehyde to this sunp back in 1988.
Current concentrations in shallow groundwater are believed to be due prinmarily to residua
formal dehyde that is slowy |eaching fromsunp sedinments into shal |l ow groundwat er

The western or northern extent of this contam nation (or of the shallow aquifer) is not known
since there are no shallow aquifer nmonitoring wells off site. Results fromrecent sanpling of
nine private wells west and northwest of the L-P plant indicate that past releases fromL-P do
not currently pose a significant health risk for users of existing wells. EPA does not believe
that future well users will be at risk fromthe | ow |l evels of fornal dehyde | eaching fromthe
west ern sunp.

The sel ected remedy for the L-P site under the Superfund programis not a determnation
regarding actions that may be warranted under other regul ations and statutes. For exanple, in
April 1995 the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWMXB), acting under its own
authority, ordered L-P to conduct additional groundwater nonitoring to eval uate the presence of
formal dehyde in the area west of the plant.

The sel ected remedy does not require that the existing well permt restrictions be retained.
However, the Butte County Departnent of Public Health has indicated that it intends to retain
its existing well permt restrictions until L-P has conpleted the study required by the RWMXCB' s
April 1995 Order. At that tine, any further action regarding well permt restrictions would be
at the discretion of the County and the RWXB

The sel ected renedy requires no further action for surface soils, since the arsenic levels in
site soils are within background concentrations for this area. The requirenment in the Interim
ROD for deed restrictions prohibiting future residential use of the property, which was based on
concerns about arsenic levels in surface soils, is rescinded. Residential devel opnent of the
L-P plant site is currently prohibited by the Butte County zoni ng ordi nance which allows only
industrial use of the site and by the existing deed restrictions, which were established to
comply with the 1990 InterimROD. However, since arsenic levels in surface soils at the plant
do not exceed background |l evels, the selected renedy does not require that the deed restrictions
be conti nued.

5.0 SUMWARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

EPA began investigating contam nation of soils, groundwater, surface water, sedinents and air at
the L-P site in 1987. Areas on the site where PCP was historically used and where PCP could
have been rel eased into the environment by L-P were investigated. In these |ocations, PCP was
either not detected or detected in only trace | evels at shall ow depths. Based on these results



and a simlar study of the Koppers site, EPA concluded that the contam nant plunme in the
regi onal aquifer that extends south of the Koppers and L-P sites originated solely fromthe
Koppers property (see Figure 5-1).

<I MG SRC 0995139C

EPA's investigations at the L-P plant and landfill found that groundwater, surface water, soil
sedi nent and wood waste contain various contam nants used by L-P and Koppers. Concentrations at
the L-P plant were found to be highest in an area along the Koppers/L-P boundary (see Figure
1-2). Contaminants in this area cane prinmarily fromthe Koppers site and will be addressed as
part of the Koppers cl eanup. El sewhere at the L-P plant and landfill, arsenic and fornal dehyde
were present in concentrations high enough to be of potential concern

In 1990, EPA conpleted its Renedial Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS) for the L-P
site and issued an InterimRecord of Decision (ROD). The 1990 InterimROD identified arsenic
and fornal dehyde as the only two contami nants of concern for soil and groundwater. The
potential future exposure routes of concern were 1) ingestion of soil associated with
residential use of the plant property and 2) use of groundwater beneath the plant or

landfill as a source of donestic water supply.

5.1 Soils

The limted soil data collected during the Remedial Investigation suggested that arsenic |evels
in log deck soils mght be above naturally-occurring levels for this area. However, additiona
sanpling (sumarized in Table 5-1) has shown that surface soil at the L-P plant contains arsenic
at concentrati ons conparable to background levels for this area of Ooville.

5.2 QG oundwat er

The L-P plant is underlain by two aquifers and an intervening aquitard (see Figure 5-2). The
shal  ow aqui fer typically extends fromthe ground surface to a depth of 20 to 40 feet, existing
primarily in the dredge tailings deposited by gold mning operations during the early 1900s.
The aquitard is a fine-grained silt and clay layer that restricts (but does not stop)

downward novenent of water fromthe shallow aquifer into the regional aquifer. There is no
shal | ow aqui fer beneath the L-P landfill, which is located on a bluff to the east of the plant.
The top of the deeper, regional aquifer ranges from40 to 70 feet bel ow ground surface at the
L-P plant, and the aquifer extends to depths of over 200 feet.

5.2.1 Arsenic in Goundwater

Data col l ected fromboth shallow and regional aquifer nonitoring wells over the last three years
are summarized in Table 5-1. Arsenic levels in the regional aquifer beneath both the plant and
the landfill were consistently low, with an average concentration of 0.8 parts per billion (ppb)
at the plant and 1.6 ppb beneath the landfill. These levels are within the range of background
concentrations for the regional aquifer, based on data fromboth the L-P and Koppers sites.

<I MG SRC 0995139D>

Arsenic is present in the shallow groundwater at the plant at an average concentration of 9.1
ppb and ranges froma mninumof less than 1 ppb to a naxi rumof nearly 46 ppb. The hi ghest

shal  ow aqui fer arsenic levels were consistently found in well M-5, which is | ocated about 60
feet south of the | og deck pond (see Figure 1-2). Arsenic levels here ranged fromroughly 8 to
46 ppb. It is not clear fromthe existing data whether the higher arsenic concentrations in
well M.-5 are naturally occurring or related to a contam nant source such as sedinents in the

| og deck pond

In March 1995, EPA sanpled nine private wells | ocated west and northwest of the L-P plant al ong
Paci fic Heights Road. Arsenic levels were below the detection limt of 2.5 ppb in seven wells
Concentrations in the renmaining two wells were approxinately 5 and 24 ppb.



Table 5-1. Summary of Contam nant Concentrations in G oundwater and Soi

GROUNDWATER (May 1992 - January 1995)
(all values in ppb, or ug/L)

------ ARSENIC ------ - - FORVALDEHYDE - -

Maxi mum Aver age Maxi mum Aver age*
Shal | ow aquifer at the Pl ant 45.9 9.1 200 38
Regi onal aquifer at the Pl ant 1.8 0.8 55 21
Regi onal aquifer at the Landfill 3.3 1.6 52 21
SO L (May 1992)
(all values in ppm or no/kg)

----------- ARSENIC ------------

Maxi mum Aver age Backgr ound

Surface soil at the Plant 4.6 2.7 < 6.5

NOTE: ppb = parts per billion concentration
ppm = parts per nmillion concentration
ug/L = micrograns per liter
ng/ kg = mlligrans per kil ogram

* the detection limt for formal dehyde is 20 ppb. Thus, an average concentrati on of 21 ppb
nmeans that fornal dehyde was detected in only one or two sanples over the last three years.

5.2.2 Fornal dehyde i n G oundwat er

For mal dehyde is one of the primary chemicals in the "glue" used by L-P in the nanufacture of
hardboard at the Oroville plant. In surface waters, fornal dehyde bi odegrades (breaks down)
relatively quickly; however, its fate in subsurface soil and groundwater has not been well
st udi ed.

Up until late 1988, L-P discharged the washwater fromits "glue kitchen" into the western sunp,
which is a small unlined pond on the western side of the plant (see Figure 1-2). The washwater
often was contami nated with formal dehyde, and as water seeped through the sides and bottom of
the unlined sunp, fornal dehyde contam nation spread to the surroundi ng shall ow groundwater. 1In
Cctober 1988, L-P nodified operations in the glue kitchen and began recycling the washwat er
within the plant

Over the last three years, fornal dehyde has been detected in shall ow groundwater beneath the
plant and less frequently in regional groundwater beneath the plant and the landfill (see Table
5-1). In the shallow aquifer, fornal dehyde was found consistently only in sanples collected
fromthe nonitoring wells near the western sunp. In this area, the average concentrati on was 65
ppb, with a maxi num of 200 ppb. In regional groundwater beneath the landfill, fornaldehyde was
detected once in only one well (at 52 ppb).

In March 1995, EPA sanpled nine private wells |ocated west and northwest of the L-P plant al ong
Paci fic Heights Road. Fornal dehyde was detected in only one of those wells, at a concentration
of 86 ppb.

6.0 SUWHARY CF SITE R SKS

In Septenber 1989, EPA conpl eted an Endangernment Assessnent (EA), which exami ned the current and
potential future risks to public health fromcontam nation at the L-P site. The EA used results
fromthe Renedial Investigation (RI) to determ ne the contam nants of concern. The EA then

det erm ned the possi bl e exposure pathways (that is, ways people could be exposed to contam nants
now and in the future) and calculated the risks associated with those exposures.



The 1990 Interim RO identified three exposure pathways that m ght be subject to cleanup actions
under the Superfund program 1) use of the shallow aquifer beneath the plant for water supply,
2) use of the regional aquifer beneath the landfill for water supply, and 3) contact with
surface soil by future residents at the plant property.

6.1 Risks from Exposure to Shall ow G oundwat er

G oundwater in the shallow aquifer beneath the L-P plant contains arsenic and fornal dehyde at

| ow concentrations. There are no existing water supply wells in the vicinity of the L-P plant
that punp solely fromthe shall ow aquifer, whereas several wells provide drinking water fromthe
deeper regional aquifer. Some of the private wells |ocated west and northwest of the L-P plant
may be screened at depths that could permt drawing water fromboth the shall ow and regi ona

aqui fers, although the lateral extent of the shallow aquifer in those areas has not been

det er m ned.

6.1.1 Fornal dehyde

There is no federal drinking water standard for fornal dehyde, although at the tine the 1990 RCD
was witten, the California Dept. of Health Services had an advisory Drinking Water Action Leve
of 30 ppb. The inhalation of fornaldehyde vapors can cause cancer; however, the ingestion of
wat er containi ng fornal dehyde is not believed to cause cancer. The 1989 EA cal cul ated a cancer
ri sk fromexposure to fornal dehyde in groundwater based on the assunption that fornal dehyde
vapors mght be released during typical donmestic use (primarily showering) and inhal ed
Fol | owi ng general ly conservative (that is, health-protective) assunptions used by EPA at the
tine, the EA determ ned that a fornal dehyde concentration of 5 ppb would present a one in one
mllion excess cancer risk

In May 1995, EPA issued a supplenent to the EA that contains a revised assessnent of the health
ri sks associ ated with exposure to fornal dehyde in water using new toxicity/exposure information
and techni ques that have becone avail abl e since preparation of the original EA  The suppl enent
concl uded that the cancer risk via showering associated with the maxi mum f or nal dehyde
concentration neasured in the last three years (i.e., 200 ppb) is belowone in one mllion. The
suppl ement goes on to recommend that drinking water criteria for fornal dehyde be based on
non-cancer health effects, and it concludes that 1,000 ppb is a safe maxi num al | owabl e | evel of
formal dehyde in drinking water. The State of California's Departnment of Health Services
recently raised its action level for formal dehyde to 1,000 ppb

Bot h the nmaxi rum and the average concentrati ons of fornal dehyde detected in the shall ow aquifer
at the plant over the last three years are substantially bel ow the recommended limt for
non-cancer health effects. Simlarly, the nmaxi mum fornal dehyde concentration found by EPA
during the renedial investigation (650 ppb in 1988) is well belowthis limt.

6.1.2 Arsenic

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act, EPA's federal drinking water standard for arsenic is 50 parts
per billion (ppb). Based on the results of sanpling conducted over the |ast three years, the
average arseni c concentration in the shall ow aquifer does not exceed federal standards. The
average concentration of arsenic in the shallow aquifer (9.1 ppb) represents an excess cancer
risk |evel of approximately 3 in 100, 000

6.2 Risks from Exposure to Regi onal G oundwater

In the five wells sanpled at the landfill over the last three years, formal dehyde was detected
once in only one well (at a concentration of 52 ppb in August 1992). This concentration is well
bel ow the recormended linmt of 1,000 ppb for drinking water.

6.3 Risks from Exposure to Surface Soi

As noted earlier, the arsenic levels in surface soils at the plant are within the range of |oca
background concentrations. Therefore, there is no elevated risk fromexposure to these soils



7.0 DESCRI PTION OF THE NO ACTI ON ALTERNATI VE

The 1990 Feasibility Study (FS) for the L-P site evaluated a full range of renedial alternatives
for soil and shall ow groundwater based on the assunption that contami nant |evels were high
enough to require cleanup. However, the additional data collected since the 1990 Interi m ROD
have shown that 1) there are no el evated contaminant levels in either the surface soil at the
plant or the regional aquifer beneath the plant and landfill, and 2) contam nants in the shall ow
aqui fer beneath the plant are present at |ow | evels.

During the process of devel oping the proposed plan, EPA continued to evaluate only a limted
nunber of alternatives (ranging fromno action to institutional controls) for soil and
groundwater. The selected alternative would require no further action to restrict exposure to
groundwater in the shallow aquifer or soil at the L-P plant. No further groundwater nonitoring
is required, and the requirenment in the InterimROD for institutional controls (well permt
restrictions and deed restrictions) is wthdrawn.

8.0 EXPLANATI ON CF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGCES

The proposed plan for the L-P site was released for public comment in May 1995. EPA's preferred
alternatives was docunented in the plan. At that tine, EPA proposed no further renedial action
for either soil or groundwater as the final renedy at the site, including the wthdrawal of
institutional controls established pursuant to the 1990 InterimROD. EPA has reviewed al
witten and verbal comrents received during the public comment period. In the limted coments
received fromthe public, one party supported the proposed renmedy, while two others expressed
concerns about the validity of the data but did not explicitly propose that EPA select an
alternative renedy. The selected renedy is the sanme as the preferred alternatives for soil and
groundwat er presented in the proposed plan.



[11. RESPONSE SUWARY
July 1995

RESPONSE TO PUBLI C COMMENTS on t he PROPCSED PLAN
for the
Loui si ana-Pacific Superfund Site
Ooville, California

. I NTRCDUCTI ON

The United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA') held a public comment period from May
20 through June 19, 1995 on EPA's Proposed Plan for the final renedy at the Louisiana-Pacific
("L-P") Superfund Site in Ooville, California. The purpose of the comment period was to
provide interested parties with an opportunity to comment on the Proposed Plan and rel ated
docunents prepared since the 1990 InterimRecord of Decision for the L-P site. The Proposed

Pl an and ot her docunents conprising the Adm nistrative Record were nade avail able on May 20,
1995 at the Butte County Public Library in Ooville and at the MeriamLibrary, California State
University at Chico. By May 19, 1995, fact sheets containing EPA's Proposed Pl an had been
mailed to all interested parties. Notification of the public comment period was published in
the Oroville Mercury-Regi ster newspaper.

EPA held a public neeting on June 1, 1995 at the Cakdal e Hei ghts School in Oroville, California.
At this neeting, EPA representatives described the alternatives eval uated, presented EPA's
preferred alternative and answered questi ons about the evaluation of the L-P site and the

remedi al alternatives under consideration.

Section 113(k)(2)(B)(iv) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability
Act ("CERCLA") requires that EPA respond to significant comments on EPA' s Proposed Plan. This
Response Summary provides a review and summary of significant corments on the Proposed Plan. In
addition to summari zi ng significant concerns and questions, the Response Summary presents EPA's
responses to those concerns.

I1.  OVERVIEWCOF THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

During the process of devel oping the final renedy proposed plan for soil and groundwater
contami nation, EPA evaluated a linmted nunber of alternatives. EPA' s preferred alternatives are
descri bed bel ow.

G oundwater Alternative - No Further Action

EPA' s selected a "no further action" remedy for groundwater. The additional data collected
since the 1990 Interi m ROD have shown that 1) there are no el evated contam nants in the regional
aqui fer beneath the plant and landfill, and 2) contami nants in the shall ow aqui fer beneath the
plant are present at |low levels that do not pose a significant risk to either human health or
the environnent. No further groundwater nonitoring is required, and the requirenent in the
InterimROD for institutional controls (well permt restrictions) is wthdrawn.

Soil Alternative - No Further Action

EPA al so selected a "no further action" renedy for soil. The additional data collected since
the 1990 Interi m ROD have shown that there are no el evated contamnant levels in the surface
soil at the plant. The requirenent in the InterimROD for institutional controls (deed
restrictions) is wthdrawn.

111, SUWARY OF COWENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES

EPA received both witten and verbal coments during the public comment period of May 20 - June
19, 1995. These comments and the EPA responses are presented in this section of the Response

Summary.

The originators of corments are identified in parentheses by |ast nane, conpany or agency



abbreviations. Witten comments were received fromthe foll ow ng:
. Loui si ana-Paci fic Corporation (L-P)

Verbal coments on the Proposed Plan were received fromtwo individuals and transcribed during
the public neeting held June 1, 1995 in Oroville, California. The coments, which are
docunented in the nmeeting transcript (available in the Adm nistrative Record), were received
fromthe follow ng individuals

. Janes Hansen
D Qto Hansen.

1. The lab tests have been falsified. (O Hansen)

Response: There is no evidence to support this claim |In order to ensure the quality of

|l aboratory data, |aboratory tests are conducted according to strict quality assurance (@Y and
quality control (QC) procedures that are reviewed and approved by EPA before sanpling work
begins. After sanples are collected and subnmitted to the lab, the analytical results are put
through a data validation process to ensure that the |aboratories are conplying with Q¥ QC
requirenents. These quality control procedures are described in detail in the Quality Assurance
Project Plan, which is part of the Renedial Design Wrk Plan prepared by Loui siana-Pacific.
Bot h docunents are part of the Adm nistrative Record for this site.

2. What laboratories analyzed the sanples? Wre any sanples sent to Eureka Labs? (J. Hansen)

Response: No sanples were sent to Eureka Labs. Over the last three years, L-P has used the
CH2M H Il's Quality Analytical Lab in Redding, CA (also known as Quality Anal ytica

Laboratories) for the analysis of both soil and groundwater sanples fromthe site. During the
earlier renedial investigation (RI) of the site conducted by EPA, a nunber of |abs were used for
sanpl e anal ysis. However, no sanples were sent to Eureka Labs

EPA is aware of the data quality problens associated with sanpl es anal yzed by Eureka
Laboratories. Al though none of the sanples fromthe L-P site were sent to this lab, two of the
| abs that anal yzed R sanples for EPA were |ater found to have produced questionable data. The
sanpl es that were sent to these labs (for analysis of organic contaminant levels in soil)
represented only a portion of the soil sanples collected and anal yzed. EPA has gone back to
review the data obtained fromthese | abs and the extent to which it was used in decision-making
for the site. The agency concluded that the questionable | ab sanples were not critical to

deci sions nade at the site and that the renmmining data net the data quality standards

3. L-P has no objection to the proposed "no further action" renedy. (L-P)
Response: Comment acknow edged

4. In the 1989 draft Endangernent Assessnent (EA), EPA s subcontractor used a sophisticated
exposure nodel i ng approach to evaluate the risk associated with showering. Based on this
nodel i ng, the subcontractor estimated the excess cancer risk for the maxi mum pl ausi bl e exposure
case to be 1 x 10-6 (or one in one mllion). The draft EA has been "revalidated" by the

suppl ement and supports the agency's proposal to require no further action. (L-P)

Response: Wth respect to risks posed by fornal dehyde inhal ati on associ ated with showering, the
results of the subcontractor's proposed nodel i ng approach are consistent with the concl usi ons of
the 1995 supplenent, i.e., this pathway of exposure does not pose a significant risk to hunman
health at the | evels of fornal dehyde contam nation found at the L-P site

At the tine the Endangernent Assessnment (EA) was being prepared, EPA Region 9's policy was to
assune that the in-hone inhal ati on exposure to an organic chenmical that volatilizes from
donmestic water (i.e., the inhaled daily dose) is equivalent to the amount that woul d be ingested
by drinking two liters of that water. As a result, the nodeling approach proposed by the
contractor in the draft EA for the L-P site was not used in the 1989 final EA



EPA' s 1995 suppl enent to the EA enpl oyed a screening | evel analysis based on a sinplified
equi l i briumnodel to evaluate risks associated with fornal dehyde inhal ati on during showeri ng.
Overall, this type of analysis will tend to overstate exposures/risks. Since this analysis
concl uded that the inhalation pathway is not a pathway of concern for fornal dehyde rel eased
duri ng showering, EPA did not pursue the use of a nore sophisticated nodel to estinate

i nhal ation risks.



